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University of Minnesota, Morris
Morris, Minnesota
Minutes of the Campus Resources

&

Planning Committee Meeting

May 15, 1985
Present: M. Frenier, Chair; B. Burnes, H. Fahl, B. Hogen, A. Lopez,
R. Mccannon, A. Moen, D. Spring
Guest:

C. Kissock

Frenier opened the meeting by reporting that she had asked the Dean
whether the Planning Committee should deal with the question of the
Physical Education curriculum question. The Dean's answer was that
because the proposal eliminated a major and a tenured faculty position, it
did deal with the question of faculty resources and therefore should be
considered by the committee.
A member of the Committee read the description of the Campus Resources and
Planning Committee powers from the planning document and commented that
because the Committee had such a large immediate charge of rewriting two
major documents, it hadn't gotten around to all the other areas. He
suggested that because there is such a variety of areas under the purview
~f the committee, it would be wise to form guidelines.
A second member said that he had come to the meeting prepared to suggest
that the proposal should be given to the Curriculum Committee without
comment, but after hearing how the Dean viewed it, and the description of
the Committee's powers, he felt that it should be looked at by the
Committee.
Frenier thought the first member's suggestion of forming guidelines was a
good one and should be put on the agenda for next fall. She said there
were two ways to do it - form guidelines as things come up, or form
guidelines first.
Frenier returned to the Physical Education proposal. The first member
indicated that he would like more time for preparation. Kissock indicated
that he expected the Curriculum Committee to approve it this afternoon and
that he wanted it to go to the Assembly yet this spring.
Because of the absence of some key people, Frenier announced that the May
18 meeting would deal with the Granger memo, and the May 22 meeting would
cover the Physical Education proposal. A third member indicated that he
had some questions on the Physical Education proposal that he would like
to go over today, so Frenier decided to devote a short period of time at
this meeting to do so.
He said that he was confused about what courses were being dropped and
hat ones were being added. Kissock had left the meeting so Burnes
responded to the question. He indicated that the plan was to remove the
major as it is now and replace it with teaching licensure. He said there
had been some dissatisfaction with the skill block courses and the change
would involve dropping them in favor of skill courses that would be
supervised by faculty.
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A fourth member referred to the elimination of one position and asked who
held that position now. Frenier answered that the position to be
eliminated was previously held by Darrell Kluck and was presently filled
by Ross Barlow. However, Mel Lewis will be on leave next year and Barlow
will fill that slot. The first member indicated that the Planning
Committee had not referred to the elimination of positions, only to the
elimination of the Physical Education major.
The second member said that he was distressed because, to his knowledge,
no formal notification had ever been given of the elimination of the
major. He wondered if indeed this had occurred. The first member said he
saw the proposal only as the creation of a licensure program. It didn't
really show what was happening to Physical Education. He wondered why one
course might be recommended for elimination and others not.
The fourth member asked about the implications for athletics. Burnes
replied that if the health fitness major goes through, there would be two
positions on tenure lines, and others (coaches) on contract. The first
member indicated that Kissock had covered the answer to the fourth
member's question at the previous meeting.
The discussion returned to the question of formal notification. The third
member asked whether anyone ,knew if Kissock had ever gotten that kind of
directive and who it would have come from. The second member wondered if
nholte had ever gotten a response from Keller. The first member said
chat material approved by the regents in April showed that Morris was
eliminating the P.E. Major and that no reallocations were shown. He said
this meant that they only approved the plan, not ways to accomplish it.
It was up to the Provost and the Dean to come up with the actual
reallocation.
The Chair turned to the C.2. report. The Dean had worked on an
introductory section to the report and Frenier read it to the Committee.
The first member thought it sounded like an intelligent introduction and
said that it explains the situation as it is and shows the urgency of it.
Frenier indicated that she would not take a vote on it today, but would
make copies available to committee members so they would have a chance to
study it.
Frenier indicated that she had spoken to the Dean about the following
possible revisions and the Dean had found the wording of them acceptable.
To be added to the first sentence of the last paragraph before
Proposed Mechanism: "but it may be necessary to reduce some
disiplines in size."
Under C.2.a. on the second page, add: "The Academic Dean will be
asked to suggest disciplines for possible inclusion in c,.2.a."
he first member said that he had more sweeping changes in mind. He
chought the committee should not only seek suggestions from the Dean and
the disciplines, but get data from them as well. He didn't feel the
Committee would get much from the Division Chairs. He expected that the
Chairs would not make any recommendations outside of their Divisions and
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~uld not recommend any cuts within their Divisions.
the Chairs to answer the following four questions:

He suggested asking

1.

Why does discipline A need the X number of faculty it has?

2.

What changes would you have to make in discipline A if you had X-1 (or
X-2) FTE?

3.

Why do you believe discipline A has a crucial need for X+l FTE (or
X+2)?

4.

How would discipline A's contribution to recruitment and retention be
enhanced by X+l (X+2) FTE?

This would bring in a mass of material and give the Committee some options
to work with. Simultaneously, he recommended that the Committee focus on
the Administration's list of disciplines which could be reduced or
augmented, and their data to go along with it.
The second member asked if the Committee knew for sure whether the
Administration had such a list. The first member indicated that the Dean
had presented such a list to the Provost. Frenier said she would like to
think about the first member's suggestions and commented that it certainly
would help to get a scheme of things. He thought th~ insertion of the
questions would strengthen the report so that the Committee would get
omething back from the divisions. He said it was also important for the
_ommittee to get material to work on now. The third member indicated that
he liked the more direct questions that the first member recommended. The
vagueness of the report as it now stands bothered him.
Frenier said that she hoped to present a mechanism to the assembly yet
this spring.
The meeting adjounred at 3:10 p.m. and will meet again on Friday, May 18,
at 3 p.m.
pt

